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構造主義経済学とデュアリズム
宮 川 典 之
Structuralist Economics And Dualism
Noriyuki MIYAGAWA
Abstract
In this article, the relation between structuralist economics and dualism is dealt with. Dualism means
so called dualistic structure in less developed countries. I consider it to be a historical phenomenon as
structuralist economics does. Many developing countries are characterized as the coexistence of modern
sector and traditional subsistence sector in them. In economics, W. Arthur Lewis formulated it for the first
time, in1954. First I reconsider it in this article. Then I consider dualism dealt with in neostructuralism
which is being developed by J. Antonio Ocampo, Codrina Rada, and Lance Taylor, and compare the origi-
nal dualism with the new one. Finally I conclude that dualism should be considered from the view point of
history, in short that it is important for us to inquire the existence of dualism that was formed in the context
of political economic history.
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